
Service contract ‘Support for the Natura 2000 Biogeographical 
Process’ (ENV.D.3/SER/2017/0010) 
 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MEDITERRANEAN ROAD MAP  

 

2018-2020 
 

Version 2 
18-June-2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Service contract ‘Support for the Natura 2000 Biogeographical 
Process’ (ENV.D.3/SER/2017/0010) 
 

 

2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by Terra Ecogest S.L. 

Authors 

 

Carlos Sunyer 

Version 2 

Date 3 May (1st) 

18 June (2nd) 

Reviewed by Lola Manteiga (Terra Ecogest) 

Interviewed persons Juan Carlos Simon (Tragsatec, expert of the Spanish Ministry 
of the Environment) 

Javier Cabello (University of Murcia, expert of the Spanish 
Ministry of the Environment) 

Rafael Hidalgo (Spanish Ministry of the Environment) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Service contract ‘Support for the Natura 2000 Biogeographical 
Process’ (ENV.D.3/SER/2017/0010) 
 

 

3 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

This road map is the result of the II Mediterranean Seminar held in Cyprus, and will be used 
as an open guideline for the networking events in the Mediterranean Region.  

 

All the actions raised in Cyprus have been assigned to a major topic: 

 

1. Habitat definition and interpretation 

2. Favourable conservation reference values 

3. Evaluation of pressure and threats 

4. Actions plans 

5. Governance 

Annex 1 reviews the main contribution of the networking events to the Agenda. 
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TOPIC 1: HABITAT DEFINITION AND INTERPRETATION 
 

The road map 
 

Action Who 

Workshop on common habitat definitions and interpretation, , following an ecosystem 
approach and incorporating complementary variables for certain habitats 

Spain 

Centralisation of all Member State manuals and documents of HCI definition and 
interpretation available (if possible, translated into English). 

N2000 
Platform 

Other actions  

Training in remote sensing tools  

 
 
The problem 

  
When the Habitats Directive was adopted in 1992, annex I listed 170 habitat types, and 
following the enlargement of the EU to 27 member states this has increased to 231 habitat 
types (Evans, 2010). The first lists of habitats were based on the CORINE biotope 
classification. Later the Interpretation Manual was produced by the EC in association with 
experts from the member states, and it has been updated since (EC, 2013).  

However, the high variability across countries for the same habitat makes interpretation 

sometimes ambiguous and difficult to harmonise. The lack of a clear definition of habitat 
types poses difficulties assessing its geographical distribution, in setting conservation 
targets at biogeographical scale, and also in its evaluation, as the defining features are not 
well fixed and the current status cannot be compared with the natural ranges/reference 
conditions. The need of further clarification led some Member States to produce their own 
handbooks (eg. France, Italy, Spain). 

Also, habitat definition is usually based solely on plant communities or plant species 
composition (phytosociological approach), which may be incomplete because ecosystems 

are dynamic at both at spatial and temporal level: are prone to natural succession; many 
depend on traditional uses that are now disappearing; and climate change is already 
affecting many. Moreover, Mediterranean habitats are often characterised by mosaics. 
Therefore, variables related to structure, function and other taxonomic groups could also be 
key indicators for habitat identification.  

The point is not to discard phytosociology, because valorising phytosociological knowledge 
about species assemblages and repartition is undoubtedly a cogent strategy for the Habitats 
Directive, but some habitats need to be clarified with further variables.  

A number of possible solutions have been proposed, including: 

-  A complete reworking of the Annex I habitat definitions to provide a clear and 

unambiguous definition of each Annex I habitat, developed and approved by a panel 

of specialists drawn from a range of Member States;   

- Continuing with the current approach, which assumes a geographic continuum of 

Annex I habitat types across Europe, where the cover of the dominant species and 

range of associated/typical species will vary according to location. This approach 

allows each Member States to use a nationally appropriate interpretation of the 

existing Annex I habitat definitions;   

https://inpn.mnhn.fr/programme/referentiel-habitats/listes-habitats-directives-conventions
http://www.isprambiente.gov.it/it/servizi-per-lambiente/direttiva_habitat/
http://www.mapama.gob.es/es/biodiversidad/temas/espacios-protegidos/red-natura-2000/rn_tip_hab_esp_bases_eco_acceso_fichas.aspx
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- The provision of a platform where the Member States can post their Annex I habitat 

definitions to allow comparison with those from other Member states: this could 

provide a forum for discussion and possible revision. 

- Promote bilateral cooperation between countries that share habitats. If they agree on 

semantics, this would ease the way at EU level. 

 
Priorities 
 

 Common standardised Mediterranean biogeographical guideline (CSMBG), following 
an ecosystem approach. Orientations for FRV based on  CSMBG 

 

Questions and related issues 
 

 Which approach is possible to clarify habitats definitions and interpretation? 
 Are there any other solutions? 
 Which steps are needed and what kind of cooperative action can be considered to 

solve the problem? 

 

HABITAT INTERPRETATION 

WEAKNESSES THREATS 

Lack of a clear definition of habitat types 

Variables related to structure, function and other 
taxonomic groups are not considered and are also 
key indicators for habitat identification. 

Difficulties assessing habitats geographical 
distribution at EU level. 

Habitat definition is usually based solely on 
phytosociological approach 

Some definitions exclude specific habitats 

Differences in setting conservation targets 
between countries at biogeographical scale. 

Difficulties in evaluation 

 

 STRENGTHS OPPORTUNITIES 

Network of EU experts 

Data Base of habitats 

 

TICs as a tool for coordination ?? 

Ecological models  

Biogeographic process 

Habitat redefinition experiences in some Member 
States 

Remote sensing tools 

 

Further reading 

Evans, D. 2010. Interpreting the habitats of Annex I: past, present and future. Acta Bot. Gallica, 157 (4): 677-686 

Jeanmougin, M.; Dehais, C.; Meinard, Y. 2017. Mismatch between Habitat Science and Habitat Directive: Lessons 
from the French (Counter) Example. Conservation Letters 10 (5): 634-644 

  

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/12538078.2010.10516241
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/conl.12330
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/conl.12330
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TOPIC 2: FAVOURABLE CONSERVATION REFERENCE VALUES  
 

The road map 
 

Action Who 

Workshop on approaches to setting Favourable Reference Values at the biogeographical-
region level 

Spain 

Workshop on intercalibration of methodologies for setting Favourable Reference Values Spain 

Sharing Mediterranean experiences on setting Favourable Reference Values   N2000 
Platform  

LIFE, Interreg project involving all Member States to work on setting FCRF and 
intercalibration methods 

 

National seminars to promote integration data within each Member state to solve the 
problem on fragmented & scattered information 

Member 
States 

Other actions  

Training in Ecosystem Services Assessment (How to relate FCS with Ecosystem Services 
provision) 

 

 

 
The problem 
  

Favourable Reference Values (FRV) are key concepts in the evaluation of Conservation 
Status. According to Article 17 of the Habitats Directive, every six years Members states are 
requested to assess the Conservation Status of their Habitats of Community Interest, not 
only within the Natura 2000 sites, but also within all their distribution area.  

Conservation Status is assessed as being either ‘favourable’, ‘unfavourable- inadequate’ and 
‘unfavourable-bad’, based on four parameters (Art 1): range, area, structure & function, 
and future prospects. Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) occurs when the specific 
structure and functions that are necessary for a habitat's long-term maintenance exist and 

are likely to continue to exist for the foreseeable future (Art. 1e of the HD). Therefore, it is 
needed the setting of threshold values to determine if the parameter is favourable or 
unfavourable, which is referred to as ‘Favourable Reference Values’. 

The establishment of Favourable Reference Values requires Member States to identify 
threshold values for habitat range and area to conclude if the parameter is ‘favourable’ or 
‘unfavourable’, and, if ‘unfavourable’, whether the status is ‘inadequate’ or ‘bad’. Though 
ecosystem function (the basis for resilience and ecosystem services provision) is specifically 

considered a criterion for the FCS assessment; so far, most of the indicators used for this 
assessment have relied on compositional and structural attributes of habitats, such as 
species composition, presence/absence of typical spec ies, or habitat spatial variation, as 
well as on environmental parameters (Requena-Mullor et al. 2018).However, the concept of 
favourable conservation reference value is found difficult to use and in many cases our 
understanding of the ecology is not sufficient or data are not always available and 

introduces subjectivity. Also, when it has been assessed it appears to be much variation 
between Member States on how it is estimated (ETC-BD, 2009).   

Therefore, the information compiled by Member states is too heterogeneous to be 
aggregated to produce a composite report for each biogeographic region, as it is requested 
by the Directive (Jeanmougin et al., 2016). Because of this, favourable reference values 
need further work, not only in for setting them, but also in harmonising evaluation 
methodologies. 
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Priorities 
 

 Definition of threshold values to determine if the parameter (range, area, structure, 
function) is favourable or unfavourable (Research). 

 Orientation on a common evaluation methodology for Member States. 

 
Questions and related issues 
 

 What steps should be taken to establish links between site, national and 

biogeographical level Favourable Reference Values? 
 How can ecosystem functions can be incorporated into the evaluation of conservation 

status? 
 It could be possible to establish a network of reference plots? 

 

FAVORABLE REFERENCES VALUE 

WEAKNESSES THREATS 

The concept of FRV is not clear enough. 

Lack of biological knowledge 

Lack of FRV guidelines for Habitats 

Information is too heterogeneous to be 
aggregated to produce a composite report for 
each biogeographic region 

Poor linkage with fauna species 

Much variation in Member States assessment   

Fragmented & scattered information 

Biogeographical perspective to be fulfilled 

Future prospects as it is established it is a vague 
question 

Subjectivity in evaluation 

Lack of research on Favourable Reference Values 

Lack of continuity in monitoring 

 STRENGTHS OPPORTUNITIES 

Network of EU experts 

Procedures and practices already elaborated for 
setting conservation objectives and priorities. 

Need for member states to comply with reporting 
obligations of article 17 

In principle an objective method to evaluate the 
state of habitats 

Ecosystem Services should be monitored for 

adding values to ensure people’s  engagement in 
relation to habitats conservation. 

Some countries are identifying reference plots 
(e.g. Life RedBosque, Spanish shrublands habitat 
network) 

There is scientific knowledge to implement climate 
change and land use change scenarios for 
forecasting the future of habitats. 

Exchange of knowledge, best practices 

Remote sensing tools 
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Further reading 

 

Cabello J.; Fernández, N.; Alcaraz-Segura, D.; Oyonarte, C.; Piñeiro, G.; Altesor, A.; Delibes, M.; Paruelo, J. 2012. 

The ecosystem functioning dimensión in cosnervation: insights from remote senting. Biodiver Conserv 21: 3287-
3305 

Carli, E.; Giarrizzo, E.; Burrascano, S.; Alós, M.; Del Vico, E.; Di Marzio, P.; Facioni, L.; Giancola, C.; Mollo, B.; 

Paura, B.; Salerno, G.; Zavattero, L. 2018. Using vegetation dynamics to face the challenge of the conservation 
status assessment in semi‑natural habitats. Rendiconti Lincei. Scienze Fisiche e Naturali.  

Jeanmougin, M.; Dehais, C.; Meinard, Y. 2017. Mismatch between Habitat Science and Habitat Directive: Lessons 
from the French (Counter) Example. Conservation Letters 10 (5): 634-644 

Maes, J. 2013. A model for the assessment of habitat conservation sytatus in the EU. JRC Science and Policy 
Reports. European Commission JRC 

Requena-Mullor, J.M., Reyes, A., Escribano, P. & Cabello, J. 2018. Assessment of ecosystem functioning from 
space: Advancements in the Habitats Directive implementation. Ecological Indicators 89: 893 -902. 

Zlinszky, A.; Déak, B.; Kania, A.; Schroiff, A.; Pfeifer, N. 2015. Mapping Natura 2000 habitat conservation status in 
Pannonic salt steppe with airbone laser scanning. Remote Sens. 7: 2991-3019 

 

 

  

file:///C:/Users/Carlos/Downloads/Cabello2012b_BiodCon_Ecosystemfunctioningdimensionofconservation_remotesensing.pdf
file:///C:/Users/Carlos/Downloads/Cabello2012b_BiodCon_Ecosystemfunctioningdimensionofconservation_remotesensing.pdf
file:///C:/Users/Carlos/Downloads/Cabello2012b_BiodCon_Ecosystemfunctioningdimensionofconservation_remotesensing.pdf
http://www.readcube.com/articles/10.1007/s12210-018-0707-6
http://www.readcube.com/articles/10.1007/s12210-018-0707-6
http://www.readcube.com/articles/10.1007/s12210-018-0707-6
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/conl.12330
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/conl.12330
http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/111111111/29853/1/lb-na-26186-en-n%20.pdf
http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/111111111/29853/1/lb-na-26186-en-n%20.pdf
file:///C:/Users/Carlos/Downloads/Requena-Mulloretal2018%20(1).pdf
file:///C:/Users/Carlos/Downloads/Requena-Mulloretal2018%20(1).pdf
file:///C:/Users/Carlos/Downloads/remotesensing-07-02991-v2%20(2).pdf
file:///C:/Users/Carlos/Downloads/remotesensing-07-02991-v2%20(2).pdf


Service contract ‘Support for the Natura 2000 Biogeographical 
Process’ (ENV.D.3/SER/2017/0010) 
 

 

9 

 

 

TOPIC 3: EVALUATION OF PRESSURE AND THREATS  
 

The road map 
 

Action Who 

Workshop: Developing Science based protocols to evaluate pressures and threats and 
how to include them in the evaluation matrix of the conservation status (Art. 17) 

Spain 

Citizen science & early warning systems JRC/EEA 

Workshop on developing tools to identify high risk areas (map of pathways) to inform a 
response system, based on several data inputs 

 

Bring up at the EU working group on Invasive Alien species the need to know IAS lists 
from neighbouring countries in order to be alert on incoming threats 

 

National seminars to promote integration of data within each Member State Member 
States 

Coordinate and send a joint statement to the EC from Mediterranean nature 
organisations on the region-specific solutions that could be integrated into the next CAP. 

WWF-
Spain 

 
 
The problem 
  

For Article 17 reporting, pressures are considered to be factors which are acting now or 
have been acting during the reporting period, while threats are factors expected to be acting 
in the future. It is possible for the same impact to be both a pressure and a threat if it is 
having impact now and this impact is likely to continue. 

During the Seminar it was agreed that the habitats in which to focus action are: 
(temporary) freshwater habitats (3170, 3280, 3290), all coastal and bordering marine 
habitats/ecosystems and reefs (1170). The selection was made on the basis that these 
habitats suffer from almost all of the pressures and threats listed as priority. 

Invasive Alien Species and land abandonment raised the most attention. It was agreed that 
there is no universal solution to land abandonment. While in some cases investing in High 
Nature Value Farmland and subsidies is appropriate, in other cases rewilding might be an 

option. In relation to IASs it was agreed that the development of an early warning system is 
very important. 

In general, there is a lack of technical knowledge across the region on the assessment of 
pressures and threats. However, this is a key issue in relation to the assessment of plans 
and projects with a potential impact on Natura 2000 sites (Article 6.3) but also for reporting 
under article 17.  

The present CAP and Rural Development policy period will end in 2020, giving way for a new 
programming period for 2021-2027. The first steps for reviewing both policies have already 
started and therefore it is the right time to coordinate and send a joint statement to the EC 
on the region-specific solutions that could be integrated into the next CAP and Rural 
development policies.  

Also, it will be the time to prepare new Prioritised Action Framework for Natura 2000 (PAF). 
This planning tool aims to integrate financing for the Natura 2000 network into EU 

financial instruments. The PAF facilitates integration of priority actions into relevant EU 
funding programmes such as the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, 
Structural Funds, LIFE, etc.  



Service contract ‘Support for the Natura 2000 Biogeographical 
Process’ (ENV.D.3/SER/2017/0010) 
 

 

10 

 

Priorities 
 

 To develop a common science based methodology for the assessment of pressures 
and threats 
 

 
Questions and related issues 
 

EVALUATION OF PRESSURRES AND THREATS 

WEAKNESSES THREATS 

Lack of integration of nature conservation needs 
on to other policies 

Competition among administrations for getting the 
funds instead of collaboration 

Missing knowledge on ecosystems hindering 
decision making on the best management 
practices to be promoted 

lack of technical knowledge on assessing the 
pressures and threats in relation to environmental 

impact assessment (Article 6.3) and for reporting 
(art. 17) 

Pressure related to EU funds, mainly the CAP and 
Rural Development Programmes 

Land use changes (intensification, 
abandonment,..) 

Invasive Alien Species 

 STRENGTHS OPPORTUNITIES 

Background information on previous EU 
programmes 

 

CAP and Rural Development Policy reform for 
2021-2027 

New Prioritised Action Framework for N2000 

 

 

Further reading 

DG Environment. 2017. Reporting under Article 17 of the Habitats Directive: Explanatory notes and guidelines for 
the period 2013-2018. Brussels. Pp 187 

Evans, D.; Arvela, M. 2011. Assessment and reporting under Article 17 of the Habitats Directive Explanatory Notes 
& Guidelines for the period 2007-2012. European Topic Center on Biological Diversity. CIRCABC 

ETC-BD. 2008. Habitats directive Article 17 Report (2001-2006) EIONET   

Scolozzi, R.; Schirpke, U.; Morri, E.; D’Amato, D.; Santolini, R. 2014 Ecosystem services-based SWOT analysus of 
protected areas for conservation strategies. Journal of Envir. Manag.  

 

Möckel, S. 2017. The European ecological network “Natura 2000” and the appropriate assessment for projects and 
plans under Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive. Nature Conservation 23: 1-29 

 

  

https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/3ed9f375-227e-46cd-b3dd-1fc59cefcdbd/Doc%20NADEG%2017-05-02%20Reporting%20guidelines%20Article%2017%20final%20April%2017.pdf
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/3ed9f375-227e-46cd-b3dd-1fc59cefcdbd/Doc%20NADEG%2017-05-02%20Reporting%20guidelines%20Article%2017%20final%20April%2017.pdf
https://www.google.es/search?q=Annex+4+-+Assessing+conservation+status+of+a+Habitat+type&oq=Annex+4+-+Assessing+conservation+status+of+a+Habitat+type&aqs=chrome..69i57.606j0j7&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8
https://www.google.es/search?q=Annex+4+-+Assessing+conservation+status+of+a+Habitat+type&oq=Annex+4+-+Assessing+conservation+status+of+a+Habitat+type&aqs=chrome..69i57.606j0j7&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8
file:///C:/Users/Carlos/Downloads/Art%2017_consultation_notes%20(6).pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2014.05.040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2014.05.040
https://natureconservation.pensoft.net/article/13599/
https://natureconservation.pensoft.net/article/13599/
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TOPIC 4: ACTION PLANS 
 
The road map 
 

Action Who 

Workshop to develop action plans for habitats of community interest and species at 
biogeographic level 

Spain 

Workshop on criteria for establishing the restoration priorities and guidelines on habitat 
restoration 

 

Prioritisation tools based on better scientific knowledge and taking on to account HCI 
conservation status in all biogeographical regions where they are present 

 

 

 
The problem 
  
A coherent Natura 2000 network should enable the maintenance of the natural habitat types 

and the species' habitats concerned, and where appropriate restore at a favourable 
conservation status in their natural range (Biogeographic level). However, at present 
conservation objectives and plans are set at different scales (site, regional, national). In 
general, they should aim at a sustainable improvement of the conservation status towards 
the favourable reference values. 

The setting of conservation objectives for habitats and species at large-scale levels including 

biogeographical level is still widely missing but urgently needed. In case of grassland 
habitats possible difficulties lay in the different agrarian structure and socio-economic 
conditions as well as the different trends in land use changes in individual Member States 
within biogeographical regions.  

A possible good starting point for collaborative work could be the development of 
transnational action plans for Habitats of Community Interest (HCI) and species at 
biogeographical level the implementation of these plans with help of suitable programmes of 
the Union. 

LIFE programme and projects may significantly contribute to this process. This was shown 
on the example of Atlantic Dunes (contribution of numerous projects through a thematic 
platform meeting, merging LIFE platform meeting with BGP networking event and providing 

information for the BG seminar 2016). However, except some particular cases the potential 
of LIFE in this respect is still widely unused.  

Desired synergies of LIFE and BGGP should be better elaborated in LIFE application 
documents.  

 

Priorities 
 

 To develop a biogeographic level action plan 
 
 
Questions and related issues 
 

 Whether and how can we establish the link between conservation priorities at 

regional and/or national levels and at biogeographical level?  
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 How can be the governance of the process improved from local/national to 
biogeographic level? 

 How can the Member States define and prioritise their contribution to the 
achievement of the FCS at bioregional scale? 

 
ACTION PLANS 

WEAKNESSES THREATS 

Most action plans are prepared on local and 

regional level, less plans concern national levels, 
there are no action plans on biogeographical level. 

The concept, content and impact of action plans 
vary considerably between projects, regions and 
MS. 

There is still an insufficient evaluation and 
compilation of the existing knowledge gained from 
implemented projects- experience, best practices 
and lessons learned remain often unused. 

There is limited experience so far regarding the 
inclusion of the BGP into the LIFE programme. 

Incomparability of existing action plans, 

Lack of coherence and synergy between plans to 
achieve objectives on the biogeographic level, 

Lack of guidelines and standards for  preparation 
of actions plans on large transboundary and 
biogeographic levels, 

Limited funding, and limited commitment in some 
countries. 

 STRENGTHS OPPORTUNITIES 

Existing expertise on local, regional and national 
levels within all MS, 

Broad LIFE knowledge and experienceregarding 
habitat and species management and 
conservation can be incorporated. 

Better networking, as well as processing and 
utilisation of existing knowledge in ongoing and 
forthcoming LIFE projects, 

Better definition and standardisation of action 
plans to allow and achieve better synergies, 

Integration of action plans to the biogeographica l 
level within the Biogeographic process 

Favourable momentum to develop action plans 
under involvement of more countries (trend to 
larger holistic projects, e.g. LIFE integrated 
projects). 

 

 
Further reading 

Trentanovi, G.; Campagnaro, T.; Rizzi, A.; Sitzia, T. 2018. Synergies of planning for forests and planning for 
Natura 2000: Evidences and prospects from northern Italy. Journal for Nature Conservation 43: 239-249 

 

 
 

 

 

  

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1617138117300341
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1617138117300341
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TOPIC 6: GOVERNANCE 
 
The road map 
 
Action Who 

Best practices exchange on local awareness and common language/ground in communication Natura 2000 
Platform 

Encourage plan integration in Natura 2000 sites National 
authorities 

Guidelines for efficient and effective stakeholder collaboration. Twinning programmes  

Workshop on stakeholder involvement and land stewardship, with competent authorities and steering 
groups at various levels. 

EU & 

Member 
States 

Steering committees and thematic groups to work towards a good long-term relationship with local 
communities 

National 
authorities 

Coordinate and send a joint statement to the EC from Mediterranean nature organisations on the 
region-specific solutions that could be integrated into the next CAP. 

WWF-Spain 
/ Eurosite 

 
 
The problem 

  
In general, there is:  

 

 Insufficient information of and lack of collaboration with relevant stakeholders, 
including from other policy sectors.  

 Lack of local awareness and/or a common language/ground.  
 Knowledge gap about the benefits of the Natura 2000 network.  
 Lack of integration of different management plans (tourism, forestry, Natura 2000…) 

 Lack of coordination between different site designat ion processes and protected area 
regimes (RAMSAR. N2000, etc).  

 Lack of a (long-term) mediator or bridging entity between the local communities and 
conservation issues. 

 Lack or inefficient allocation of resources and funding 
 

In relation to the former, the present CAP and Rural Development policy period will end in 
2020, giving way for a new programming period for 2021-2027. The first steps for reviewing 
both policies have already started and therefore it is the right time to coordinate and send a 
joint statement to the EC on the region-specific solutions that could be integrated into the 
next CAP and Rural development policies.  

Also, it will be the time to prepare new Prioritised Action Framework for Natura 2000 (PAF). 
This planning tool aims to integrate financing for the Natura 2000 network into EU 

financial instruments. The PAF facilitates integration of priority actions into relevant EU 
funding programmes such as the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, 
Structural Funds, LIFE, etc.  

 

Priorities 
 

 Improve governance at all levels 
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Questions and related issues 
 
GOVERNANCE 

WEAKNESSES THREATS 

Insufficient information and lack of collaboration 
with relevant stakeholders 

Lack of local awareness 

Lack of a mediator or bridging entity between the 
local communities and conservation issues. 

Inefficient allocation of resources and funding 

Lack of integration of different management plans 

Transboundary cooperation 

 STRENGTHS OPPORTUNITIES 

Clear recognition that governance should be 
improved at all levels 

Implementation of Water framework Directive 

Implementation of Action Plans 

CAP and Rural Development Policy reform for 
2021-2027 

New Prioritised Action Framework for N2000 

 
 
Further reading 

Alipous, H.; Kayaman, R.; Ligay, E. 2011. Governace as catalyst to sustainable tourism development: evidence  
from North Cyprus. Journal of Sustainable Development 4(5): 32- 49 

Cortina, C.; Boggia, A. 2014. Development of policies for Natura 2000 sites: A multi -criteria approach to support 
decision makers. Journal of Environmental Management 141:138-145 

Graham, J.; Amos, B. Plumptre, T. 2003. Governance principles for protected areas in the 21 st Century. Institut on 
Governance 

Otero, M.; Jeudy de Grissac, A.; Di Franco, A.; Francour, P.; Guidetti, P.; Santarosa, L.; Sainz, S. 2015. Reviewing 
existing Mediterranean models of governance of MPAs with artisanal fisheries. Fishing Governace in MPAs: 
Potentialities for Blue Economy (FISHMPABLUE). 54pp 

Keulartz, J.; Leistra, G. (Eds). 2008.  Legitimacy in European Nature Conservation Policy. Case studies in multilevel 
governance. The International Library of Environmental, Agricultural and Food Ethics 14. Springer 

Kovács, E.; Kelemen, E.; Kiss, G.; Kalóczkai, A.; Fabók, V.; Mihók, B.; Megyesi, B.; Patakib, G.; Bodorkós, B.; 
Balázs, B.; Bela, G.; Margócz, K.; Roboz, A.; Molnár, D. 2017. Evaluation of participatory planning: Lessons from 
Hungarian Natura 2000 management planning processes. Journal of Environmental Management 204 (1): 540-550 

 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/272802388_Governance_as_Catalyst_to_Sustainable_Tourism_Development_Evidence_from_North_Cyprus
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Annex 1. Contribution of networking events to the Mediterranean Road Map 
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